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I n  a democracy s u c h  a s  o u r s ,  a s s u r i n g  t h a t  governments 
and a g e n c i e s  e n t r u s t e d  w i t h  p u b l i c  r e s o u r c e s  and t h e  au tho r -  
i t y  f o r  apply ing  them are h e l d  accoun tab le  is  a never ending  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  E v a l u a t o r s  have a s p e c i a l  r o l e  i n  meet ing 
t h i s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  b u t  they too  m u s t  be h e l d  accoun tab le  
f o r  t h e  q u a l i t y  of work performed w i t h  r e s o u r c e s  e n t r u s t e d  
t o  them. T h u s ,  those  who e v a l u a t e  m u s t  a l s o  be e v a l u a t e d .  

T h e  Congress ,  e x e c u t i v e  pol icymakers ,  and program 
a d m i n i s t r a t o r s  need some as su rance  t h a t  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n s  
they  w i s h  t o  use were p r o p e r l y  planned and conducted and 
t h a t  r e s u l t s  were r e p o r t e d  c l e a r l y ,  comple te ly ,  and f a i r l y .  
T h i s  c h e c k l i s t ,  which w e  b e l i e v e  should  be a p p l i e d  i n  a s -  
s e s s i n g  -----l̂ -l-.-----t-̂ -Il--.------" a l l  s o c i a l  program impact e v a l u a t i o n ? ,  p r o v i d e L a  
sys-te-matic f r a r n e w - ~ ~ _ " f - ~ ~ - ~ ~ - ~ ~ . r i ~ - . ~ ~ ~ " ~ ~ ~ ~ d e n c e  necessa ry  
t o  s u p p o r t .  s u c h  assessments .  

- 
- . _  ---.-,- __. .~ .. . - . ~ - -  ~~- ---. .. - 

Our o v e r a l l  purpose i n  p u b l i s h i n g  t h i s  c h e c k l i s t  is 
to.-encourage. the._ c0nduc.t ... of h.igh q u a l i t y  . . . ~  . ev,alu.at-ions and 
t o  promo.te- mo~ye. effect . i .ve  use of t hose  e .va lua t ions  i n  
p u b l i c  decisionmak,i.ng. The c h e c k l i s t  is  in t ended  t o  be 
of va lue  no t  on ly  t o  those  who r eana lyze  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n s  
of o t h e r s ,  b u t  t o  a l l  t h o s e  engaged i n  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  
p r o c e s s ,  i n c l u d i n g  e v a l u a t o r s ,  s p o n s o r s ,  and dec is ionmakers  
who w i s h  t o  u s e  e v a l u a t i o n s .  

T h i s  document is being i s s u e d  as an exposure d r a f t  
t o  a l low c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of any problems a u d i t o r s  o r  eva lua-  
t o r s  may have i n  u s i n g  it be fo re  it is  f i n a l i z e d .  We would 
a p p r e c i a t e  r e c e i v i n g  your comments on how i t  can be improved. 
Please send t h e s e  comments t o  Harry S. Havens, D i r e c t o r ,  
Program A n a l y s i s  D iv i s ion .  

-m-. 

Comptrol ler  General  
of t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

A s  resources for  solving the problems of our soc ie ty  be- 
come increas ingly  scarce ,  t h e  need t o  apply them more e f fec-  
t i v e l y  increases .  Impact eva lua t ions  a re  a v i t a l  p a r t  of 
t h a t  e f f o r t .  1/ Policymakers and adminis t ra tors  need them 
and t h e  p u b l i c  i n t e r e s t  demands them. 

A survey recent ly  completed by t h e  Off ice  of Manage- 
ment and Budget  (OMB) showed t h a t  i n  f i s c a l  year 1 9 7 7  over 
$243 mil l ion  was obl igated by the e x e c u t i v e  branch for  
program evaluat ion.  I n  add i t ion ,  a recent  study by the 
National Research Council showed t h a t  i n  f i s c a l  year 1 9 7 6  
over $1.8 b i l l i o n  was spent on s o c i a l  knowledge production 
and app l i ca t ion  a c t i v i t i e s ,  including a s u b s t a n t i a l  amount 
for  e.v~alua.tions of ongoing s o c i a l  programs. Public pressures  
t o  reduce t h e  growth of Government programs and improve t h e i r  
e f f ec t iveness  poin t  t o  increased demands for  eva lua t ion  i n  
the fu tu re .  Recent or proposed reforms i n  t h e  congressional 
budget and oversight  processes have a l s o  given s t i m u l u s  t o  
t h i s  t rend. 

The Congressional Budset Act of 1 9 7 4  requi res  the Con- 
g re s s  t o  consider p a r t i c u l a r  spending demands i n  the  l i g h t  
of ove ra l l  na t iona l  p r i o r i t i e s  and other  claims on t h e  
budget. The S u n s e t  Act of 1978 was passed by the  Senate 
on October 11, 1g78. T h i s  and other  proposals introduced 
recent ly  i n t o  the Congress would requi re  scheduled eva lua t ion  
and review of Federal programs. N-one-' of these reforms 
can be e f f e c t i v e l y  ca r r i ed  out  without eva lua t ing  the  impact 
of cur ren t  p o l i c i e s ,  programs, and a c t i v i t i e s .  

Sophis t ica ted  techniques a r e  cons tan t ly  be ing  designed 
to  improve evalua.tion methodology and the accuracy of study 
f i n d i n g s .  However, there  is s t i l l  a wide gap between our 
technica l  a b i l i t y  t o  evaluate  programs and our a b i l i t y  t o  
manage these eva lua t ions  s o  t h a t  t h e i r  r e s u l t s  d i r e c t l y  a i d  
decisionmakers and properly inform t h e  publ ic .  

- l/Impact evaluat ion is the process of apprais ing t h e  ex ten t  
t o  which programs a re  (1) achieving t h e i r  s t a t e d  ob jec t ives ,  
( 2 )  meeting the performance percept ions and expec ta t ions  
of decisionmakers, ind iv idua ls ,  and groups a f f e c t e d  by 
the program, and o thers  w i t h  a l eg i t ima te  i n t e r e s t  i n  it, 
and ( 3 )  producing other  s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t s  of e i t h e r  a 
d e s i r a b l e  or undesirable charac te r .  
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About 70 percent of the $ 2 4 3  mil l ion  c i t e d  i n  the OMB 
study was for evaluat ions done under c o n t r a c t s  or g ran t s .  
T h i s  considerable Federal expenditure has made program 
evalua t ion  a mult imil l ion d o l l a r  indus t ry .  A l a r g e  number 
of organizat ions,  including u n i v e r s i t i e s ,  " t h i n k  tank" i n -  
s t i t u t i o n s ,  p r i v a t e  f i rms ,  and ind iv idua l  consul tan ts  have 
entered the evaluat ion arena.  

The growth i n  t h i s  industry has been rapid and l a r g e l y  
uncontrolled and has g i v e n  r i s e  t o  a number of p e r s i s t e n t  
issues. These i ssues  include t h e  inadequacy of methods 
fo r  assur ing t h a t  eva lua tors  a r e  h e l d  accountable f o r  t h e i r  
a c t i v i t i e s ,  and concerns over t h e  lack of c r i t e r i a  t o  insure 
t w i t y  of t h e  evaluat ions.  P a r t l y  a s  a r e s u l t  of these 
concerns, many evaluat ions a re  s t i l l  done b u t  l i e  dormant i n  
remote f i l e s  or on some decisionmaker 's  bookshelf. 

h-. 

While  we recognize t h a t  there  a re  other l eg i t ima te  ex- 
plana t ions  fo r  the decisionmakers' re luctance t o  use evalua- 
t i o n s ,  we believe t h a t  t o  achieve the h i g h  q u a l i t y  necessary 
t o  m a k e  them u s e f u l ,  eva lua t ions  m u s t  themselves meet the 
following minimum c r i t e r i a :  

--Relevance--the -..*-"*---.--.-__, . evalua t ions  m u s t  provide t h e  information 
needed by a v a r i e t y  of audiences, e s p e c i a l l y  decis ion-  
makers, and m u s t  answer the r i g h t  quest ions a t  the 
r i g h t  time. 

--Significance--the information m u s t  t e l l  users  some- 
t%-iz new and important; i t  m u s t  go beyond what is 
a l ready  apparent t o  them. 

--Validity--the evaluat ion m u s t  provide a reasonably 
balanced p i c tu re  of the r e a l  e f f e c t s  of the program 
or a c t i v i t y  i n  question. 

- -Rel iabi l i ty-- the eva lua t ion  m u s t  contain evidence 
t h a t  t h e  conclusions a r e  not based on v a r i a t i o n s  
i n  the data  which a re  due t o  chance or incons is ten t  
measurement . 

- -Object ivi ty--resul ts  c__. - m u s t  be conveyed i n  a complete 
and unbiased manner. 

--Timeliness--the information m u s t  be a v a i l a b l e  i n  usable 
fcmrT&"n decis ions  have t o  be made. 

2 



T h i s  c h e c k l i s t  is a p rac t i ca l  framework fo r  d e t e r m i n i n g  
whether  t h e s e  c r i t e r i a  a re  met. I n  our judgment ,  a l l  of 
t h e s e  items c o n t r i b u t e  t o  h i g h  q u a l i t y  impac t  e v a l u a t i o n s ,  
and are  b o t h  l e g i t i m a t e  and f e a s i b l e  i n  a v a r i e t y  o f  s e t t i n g s .  
I n  p a r t i c u l a r  s e t t i n g s ,  some items may n o t  be r e l e v a n t ,  b u t  
t h e i r  a b s e n c e  s h o u l d  be f u l l y  e x p l a i n e d .  

3 



Chapter 2 

CHECKLIST FOR ASSESSING S O C I A L  

PROGRAM IMPACT EVALUATIONS 

The following c h e c k l i s t  w i l l  enable the  completeness of 
an evaluat ion e f f o r t  t o  be determined quickly.  The following 
nota t ions  can a l s o  be used for  a prel iminary q u a l i t y  assess-  
ment. 

S--Task was performed i n  a s a t i s f a c t o r y  manner. 

U--Task was performed b u t  r e s u l t  appears unsa t i s fac-  
tory.  

NP--Task considered necessary b u t  was not performed. 

NA--Task considered n o t  appl icable  fo r  the  p a r t i c u l a r  
evaluat ion.  

The  preliminary q u a l i t y  assessment is a bas i s  for  planning 
a more indepth review of s p e c i f i c  a reas  of t he  eva lua t ion ,  
and the c h e c k l i s t  can be used again a t  the end  of the review 
t o  summarize the assessment. 

A. P L A N N I N G  

1. Have evaluat ion goals  been defined and described? 

--Have decisionmakers been i d e n t i f i e d ?  

--Have decisionmakers' needs been determined? 

--Have the  percept ions and expec ta t ions  of 
those a f fec ted  by the program or o thers  
w i t h  a l eg i t ima te  i n t e r e s t  i n  i t  been con- 
s idered?  

--Has t h e  plan c l e a r l y  s t a t e d  what the 
evaluat ion seeks t o  accomplish? 

2.  Has the e v a l u a b i l i t y  of the  program been determined? 

--Has the problem the program is supposed t o  
resolve been described? 
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--Have t h e  r e a s o n s  f o r  b e l i e v i n g  t h e  program 
w i l l  r e s o l v e  t h e  problem been s t a t e d ?  

--Have t h e  p r o g r a m ' s  o b j e c t i v e s  been made 
e x p l i c i t ?  

--Has e v i d e n c e  been o b t a i n e d  t o  show t h a t  
t h e  program was implemented and s p e c i f i c  
a c t i v i t i e s  are  b e i n g  c a r r i e d  o u t ?  

3. Has a c l e a r  e v a l u a t i o n  approach  been  de-  
ve loped  and j u s t i f i e d ,  and p o t e n t i a l  t h r e a t s  
t o  t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  c o n c l u s i o n s  and i n f e r e n c e s  
a n t i c i p a t e d  and accommodated? 

--Has a l i t e r a t u r e  s e a r c h  and  s y n t h e s i s  o f  
p r e v i o u s  e v a l u a t i o n s  been pe r fo rmed?  

--Have r e a s o n s  f o r  s e l e c t i n g  a p a r t i c u l a r  
compar ison  method been s t a t e d ?  

--Have t h e  l i m i t a t i o n s  o f  t h e  method been 
r e c o g n i z e d  f o r  t h e  g i v e n  h y p o t h e s e s  and 
q u e s t i o n s ?  

--Has t h e  p l a n  p r o v i d e d  f o r  i d e n t i f y i n g  and 
weighing  a l t e r n a t i v e  c a u s e s  of  t h e  measured 
impac t s ? 

4.  Has t h e  method f o r  sample  s e l e c t i o n  been  e x -  
p l a i n e d  and j u s t i f i e d ?  

--Has t h e  program p o p u l a t i o n  been  c l e a r l y  
d e s c r i b e d  and p r o v i s i o n  made t o  accommo- 
date  p o s s i b l e  b i a s  c a u s e d  by t h e  program 
s e l e c t i o n  p r o c e d u r e s ?  

--save t h e  sampl ing  u n i t s  been j u s t i f i e d  on 
t h e  b a s i s  of t h e  compar i sons  t o  b e  made? 

--Have t h e  sample s e l e c t i o n  p r o c e d u r e s  been  
j u s t i f i e d ?  

--Have t h e  r e q u i r e d  sample  s i z e s  been  de- 
t e rmined?  

--Have i n c e n t i v e s  f o r  p a r t i c i p a n t s  t o  
c o o p e r a t e  and mechanisms f o r  m o n i t o r i n g  
and a n a l y z i n g  a t t r i t i o n  been e s t a b l i s h e d ?  

5 



5. Have measurement methods been identified and 
their validity and reliability assessed? 

6 .  Have the frequency and timing of measure- 
ments been specified and explained? 

7 .  Has the feasibility of performing the 
evaluation been examined? 

--Has the time required to obtain the 
needed information been estimated and 
compared to the required timing of 
dec is ions? 

--Have needed resources been identified 
and compared with those available? 

--Have legal constraints been identified 
and plans made to accommodate them? 

--Have political influences been identi- 
fied and plans made to deal with them? 

8. Has the necessary cooperation been obtained? 

--Has the cooperation of those administering 
the program been obtained? 

--Has community cooperation been obtained 
or constraints identified and plans made 
to accommodate them? 

B. DATA COLLECTION 

1. Have procedures for quality control of 
data been identified and implemented? 

--Have data collection instruments been 
pilot tested and standardized as ap- 
prop r ia te ? 

--Have qualifications and standards for 
employment been established and used 
in recruiting? 

--Have employees been provided with the 
necessary training? 
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--Have assignment procedures been e s t ab l i shed  
and adhered to? 

--Have supervisory con t ro l s  been implemented 
t o  i d e n t i f y  those employees who need re- 
t r a in ing  or replacemen t ?  

--Have e d i t i n g  procedures been e s t ab l i shed  + 

and implemented to  insure t h a t  inadvertent  
e r r o r s  do not  become a p a r t  of  the  da ta  
base? 

--Have procedures been implemented for  
monitoring da ta  co l l ec t ed  i n  the program 
processes? 

2. Have preliminary analyses been performed 
t o  d e t e c t  m i s s i n g  or i ncons i s t en t  informa- 
t i on  and c o r r e c t  d e f i c i e n c i e s  i n  the s t u d y  
plan? 

--Have methods for  determining t h e  char- 
a c t e r i s t i c s  of nonrespondents been i m -  
plemen ted? 

--Has consistency of da ta  co l l ec t ed  from 
d i f f e r e n t  sources been t e s t ed?  

C. DATA ANALYSIS 

1. Have t h e  s t a t i s t i c a l  methods and model for  
use i n  t h e  ana lys i s  and t h e  r a t i o n a l e  fo r  
t h e i r  s e l ec t ion  been spec i f i ed?  

--Has t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  of the s t a t i s t i c a l  
methods to  the hypothesis or ques t ions  
been spec i f ied?  

--Has the r e l a t i o n s h i p  of t h e  s t a t i s t i c a l  
model t o  t h e  evaluat ion design been 
spec i f ied?  

methods t o  the data  been spec i f i ed?  
--Has t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  of the  s t a t i s t i c a l  
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2. Has the unit of analysis been justified? 

3 .  Have the assumptions essential to statis- 
tical methods and model been specified and 
have their conditions been met? 

D. REPORTING RESULTS 

1. Have the findings been presented clearly, 
completely, and fairly? 

--Have all significant results of the analysis 
been discussed in terms of the decision- 
makers' needs? 

--Have points of equal importance been 
given equal emphasis? 

--Have all assumptions been made explicit? 

--Has the evaluation approach been described 
in sufficient detail for users to under- 
stand what was done and why? 

--Have issues and questions which need 
further study and consideration been 
identified and explained? 

2, Have specific procedures been used to 
assure the report's quality? 

3 .  Have followup provisions been made to 
assist decisionmakers in using the report? 

E, DATA DISCLOSURE 

1. Has adequate documentation been maintained? 

--Have the purpose and sources of data and 
the methods and circumstances of their 
collection been documented? 

--Have the content and organization of the 
documentation been clearly described? 

a 



2. Has a procedure been e s t ab l i shed  fo r  r e l ease  
of da ta  fo r  a u d i t ,  r eana lys i s ,  other  eva lua t ions  
or research? 

--Have the  loca t ion  of da t a  and o f f i c i a l s  
authorized t o  r e l ease  it been i d e n t i f i e d ?  

--Have condi t ions fo r  t h e  r e l ease  of da ta  
been spec i f ied?  
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CHAPTER 3 

G U I D E L I N E S  FOR APPLYING THE CHECKLIST 

T h i s  c h e c k l i s t  is the r e s u l t  of a long  evolut ion i n  
evaluat ion methodology. To the e x t e n t  t h a t  there  a r e  fu r the r  
advances i n  t h e  s t a t e  of the a r t  o€  evaluat ion approaches, 
methods, and management, eva lua t ion  problems and t h e i r  
s o l u t i o n s  w i l l  a l s o  change. Such an evolut ion w i l l  n o t  
i nva l ida t e  t h i s  c h e c k l i s t  b u t  may j u s t i f y  i t s  expansion and 
improve the ex ten t  t o  which p a r t i c u l a r  items can be accom- 
modated. 

The task of e s t ab l i sh ing  the degree t o  which each item 
i n  the c h e c k l i s t  is accommodated is  not a simple one. For 
example, many evaluat ions emphasize process and workload 
measures more than impact measures, t h u s ,  t h i s  c h e c k l i s t  
may be l e s s  appl icable .  The follocJing guide l ines  a r e  of- 
fered t o  explain t h e  items and provide t h e  bas i c  c r i t e r i a  
needed for  a preliminary assessment. An indepth review 
of the items, however, w i l l  r equi re  more technica l  c r i t e r i a  
and i n  some cases t h e  a s s i s t ance  of exper t s .  

A. EVALUATION PLANNING 

Planning is the cornerstone of good eva lua t ion  manage- 
ment. Ef fec t ive  planning is an i t e r a t i v e  process of continued 
i n t e r a c t i o n  among eva lua tors ,  sponsors, and the appropriate  
decisionmakers. 

Written documentation of t h e  evaluat ion plan is funda- 
mental. A s u b s t a n t i a l  e f f o r t  should be devoted t o  drawing 
up a comprehensive and thorough s t u d y  plan because it w i l l  
serve a s  a guide fo r  subsequent work. The following a r e  
e s s e n t i a l  elements of the plan: 

--A c lea r  statement of  the problem t o  be s tudied ,  
ques t ions  t o  be answered, and dec is ions  t o  be af fec ted .  

--A c a r e f u l  l i s t i n g  of  c o n s t r a i n t s  and assumptions. 

--A statement and explanation of t h e  evaluat ion ap- 

--A spec i f i ca t ion  of t h e  resources t o  be committed, i n -  

proach and methods t o  be used. 

cluding i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of  the key s t a f f  members. 

--The frequency, format, and r e c i p i e n t s  of repor t s .  
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--Procedures f o r  amending t h e  s t u d y  p l a n .  

--The t imeframe f o r  t h e  major components of t h e  s t u d y  
and t h e  f i n a l  d e a d l i n e .  

1. Def in ing  e v a l u a t i o n  g o a l s  

E v a l u a t i o n  g o a l s  m u s t  be c a r e f u l l y  d e f i n e d  because  eva lua -  
t i o n s  which a d d r e s s  t h e  wrong q u e s t i o n s  o r  do n o t  p r o v i d e  
adequa te  in fo rma t ion  f o r  dec is ionmaking  a r e  n o t  s u c c e s s f u l .  
The  pr imary  purpose  of impact  e v a l u a t i o n s  i s  t o  p r o v i d e  i n -  
fo rma t ion  f o r  making a myriad of management and p o l i c y  deci-  
s i o n s  

--program managers want t o  know w h a t  t h e  programs 
e n t r u s t e d  t o  them a r e  accompl i sh ing  and whether  
r e s u l t s  might be improved, 

- - those con templa t ing  s imilar  programs want t o  know 
what t echn iques  and methods work and why, and 

- - c e n t r a l  a g e n c i e s  and l e g i s l a t i v e  b o d i e s  need t o  
know whether programs a r e  implemented a s  i n t e n d e d ,  
and which  programs a r e  accompl ish ing  t h e  most good. 

The  p o t e n t i a l  u s e r s  of  e v a l u a t i o n  r e s u l t s  c o n s i s t  o f  
two major t y p e s  of dec i s ionmaker s ,  program a d m i n i s t r a t o r s  
who u s e  r e s u l t s  w i t h i n  t h e  ongoing program t o  make 'dec i -  
s i o n s  about  modifying or r e s t r u c t u r i n g  it, and v a r i o u s  i n -  
t e r e s t e d  g roups  o u t s i d e  t h e  program s e t t i n g .  These g roups  
i n c l u d e  p o l i c y  and budget  o f f i c i a l s  and l e g i s l a t i v e  b o d i e s  
who may a l s o  cons ide r  p o s s i b l e  expans ion ,  r e d u c t i o n  o r  t e r -  
mina t ion  of t h e  program; a g e n c i e s  o p e r a t i n g  or con templa t ing  
similar programs; s t a n d a r d - s e t t i n g  o r  g r a n t i n g  b o d i e s ;  many 
o t h e r  pol icymaking u n i t s  a t  t h e  F e d e r a l ,  S t a t e ,  o r  l o c a l  
l e v e l ;  and i n t e r e s t  g roups  i n  t h e  p r i v a t e  s e c t o r .  

I t  is obvious t h a t  these d i f f e r e n t  u s e r s  may have 
d i f f e r e n t  needs f o r  e v a l u a t i o n s ;  sometimes t h e i r  i n f o r m a t i o n  
r equ i r emen t s  c o n f l i c t  because they  do n o t  a l l  have t h e  
same i n t e r e s t s .  Agency e v a l u a t i o n  c r i t e r i a  and  s t a n d a r d s  
may appear  i n c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  l e g i s l a t i v e  i n t e n t  o r  a c t u a l  
program a c t i v i t i e s  and t h e r e  may even be d i sag reemen t  among 
agency o f f i c i a l s ,  t h e  Congress ,  and S t a t e / l o c a l  o f f i c i a l s  
abou t  w h a t  t h e  program is i n t e n d e d  t o  accompl ish ,  and what 
c r i t e r i a  should  be used t o  d e f i n e  success. 
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I t  is t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of sponsors and eva lua tors  t o  
recognize d i f f e rences  i n  opinion about what the  evaluat ion 
should or can accomplish, t o  reconci le  these d i f f e rences  
where poss ib l e ,  and t o  provide a r a t i o n a l e  f o r  the eva lua t ion .  
The key t o  accomplishing t h i s  would seem t o  be a process 
which produces discussion and agreement among sponsors, deci- 
sionmakers, and evaluators .  The f i r s t  s t e p  i n  t h i s  process 
is t o  i d e n t i f y  t h e  appropr ia te  decisionmakers and determine 
t h e i r  information needs. While the evaluator  and sponsor 
may eventua l ly  have t o  make choices or rank the evaluat ion 
goa ls ,  it is important t h a t  the u s e r s ’  needs be i d e n t i f i e d  
and in tegra ted  a s  e f f e c t i v e l y  a s  poss ib l e  during t h e  plan- 
n i n g  process. 

Consideration s h o u l d  be given t o  t h e  expectat ions and 
percept ions of ind iv idua ls  or groups a f f ec t ed  by the program, 
and o thers  w i t h  a l eg i t ima te  i n t e r e s t .  A l though  these people 
a re  not authorized t o  make dec is ions  about terminating, 
modifying, or expanding the program, they can influence the 
decis ions.  T h i s  considerat ion may a l s o  enhance t h e  evalua- 
t i on  value by cont r ibu t ing  t o  a g rea t e r  understanding of 
t h e  s o c i a l  problem which the program is  designed t o  improve. 

The discussions w i t h  decisionmakers and other i n t e re s t ed  
p a r t i e s  should enable the evaluator  t o  determine t h e i r  informa- 
t i o n a l  needs, b u t  before t h e  f i n a l  s t u d y  goa ls  can be es tab-  
l i s h e d ,  the evaluator  m u s t  a l s o  determine i f  t h e  program 
can be evaluated and i f  i t  is f e a s i b l e  t o  obta in  t h e  needed 
information. Matching informational needs w i t h  p o t e n t i a l l y  
ava i l ab le  information is an i t e r a t i v e  process which can re- 
qu i r e  considerable  d iscuss ions  w i t h  decisionmakers, other  
i n t e re s t ed  p a r t i e s ,  and the people who car ry  out  the program 
on a day-to-day b a s i s ,  I t  s h o u l d  enable the researcher t o  
f i n a l i z e  the evaluat ion goals .  These goals  s h o u l d  be c l e a r l y  
s t a t e d  i n  t h e  s t u d y  plan because the recept iveness  of the 
f i n a l  evaluat ion repor t  w i l l  depend i n  p a r t  on the people’s  
expectat ions 

2 .  Determininq e v a l u a b i l i t y  

i n  t h e  planning process.  T h i s  means determining whether 
t h e  program has been implemented i n  such a way t h a t  i ts  i m -  
pac t  can be evaluated. Such a process r equ i r e s  an under -  
standinq of both t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l  bas i s  for  t h e  program and 
how program a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  a c t u a l l y  accomplished. 

The program’s e v a l u a b i l i t y  should be determined e a r l y  
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To understand t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l  b a s i s  for  a program, t h e  
evaluator  m u s t  f i r s t  l e a r n  what is  known about t h e  problem 
the program is expected t o  resolve and t h e  reasons why the 
program w i l l  resolve t h e  problem. T h i s  information may be 
contained i n  a statement of the program ob jec t ives ,  but such 
ob jec t ives  a re  q u i t e  o f t en  hazy, ambiguous, and hard t o  p in  
down. To c l a r i f y  them, d iscuss ions  w i t h  policymakers and 
program adminis t ra tors  may be necessary. 

Before attempting t o  s t u d y  the program's impact, the 
evaluator  m u s t  a l s o  determine t h a t  t h e  program has a c t u a l l y  
been implemented and the intended operat ions a re  being 
accomplished. Most programs requi re  time t o  s t a b i l i z e  and 
go through a development phase where many changes i n  the 
process occur. During t h i s  phase, any impact eva lua t ion  
would have t o  be based on t rends and es t imates  drawn from 
meager da t a ,  t h u s ,  it may be impossible t o  provide the  type 
of information needed for decisionmaking outs ide  t h e  program 
s e t t i n g .  On t h e  other hand, formative eva lua t ion  which 
a s s i s t s  program adminis t ra tors  t o  modify, r e f i n e ,  and i m -  
prove program processes should be very usefu l  a t  t h i s  s tage .  

3 .  Developing an evaluat ion approach 

The eva lua to r s  m u s t  develop an approach w h i c h  w i l l  enable  
them t o  provide the needed information. T h i s  approach is 
usual ly  concerned w i t h  t h e  c e r t a i n t y  and confidence w i t h  which 
the measured e f f e c t s  can be a t t r i b u t e d  t o  the program and 
the r e s u l t s  can be general ized t o  o the r  s e t t i n g s ,  respec- 
t i v e l y  

N o  p a r t i c u l a r  approach is inherent ly  the appropr ia te  one,, 
The bas ic  i s s u e  is  one of f i t t i n g  t h e  research design t o  t h e  
goa ls  of the evaluat ion and the a v a i l a b i l i t y  of data .  The 
evaluator  should s e l e c t  the approach which y i e l d s  t h e  g rea t -  
e s t  c e r t a i n t y  cons i s t en t  w i t h  t h e  eva lua t ion  goa ls ,  ava i l -  
ab le  time and funding, and t h e  r e a l i t i e s  of t h e  program. 
Although idea l  models e x i s t ,  most good approaches represent  
a compromise d i c t a t e d  by a l l  the  p r a c t i c a l  cons idera t ions  
t h a t  go i n t o  an evaluat ion.  

There a re  severa l  p l aus ib l e  explanat ions for  any s o c i a l  
phenomenon, but the evaluator  m u s t  be ab le  t o  i d e n t i f y  the  
program's cont r ibu t ion  t o  any e f f e c t  measured. The c e r t a i n t y  
w i t h  which t h i s  cause and e f f e c t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  can be es tab-  
l i s h e d  is re fer red  t o  a s  the s tudy ' s  " i n t e r n a l  v a l i d i t y . "  
Without some degree of i n t e r n a l  v a l i d i t y ,  t h e  eva lua t ion  is 
use less ;  when the e f f e c t s  of t h e  program remain confused w i t h  
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those of other programs or of t h e  environment, t he re  is no 
adequate b a s i s  for  making dec i s ions  about t h e  r e l a t i v e  
value of t h e  program or of i ts  elements. 

Es tab l i sh ing  i n t e r n a l  v a l i d i t y  r equ i r e s  comparison. The 
most r igorous form of comparison is the experimental method 
which  attempts t o  measure the  r e s u l t s  of the  program a s  though 
everything e l s e  is h e l d  constant .  T h i s  is accomplished by 
measuring re levant  group c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  or behavior which 
has been exposed t o  the program and of a cont ro l  group which 
has not.  The c l a s s i c a l  experimental method r equ i r e s  t h a t ,  
except for exposure t o  the program, these two groups possess 
near ly  i d e n t i c a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  t h a t  can only be achieved 
by random assignment t o  the two groups. More s e n s i t i v e  re- 
s u l t s  can be obtained w i t h  v a r i a t i o n s  of random assignment 
procedures. For example, e l i g i b l e  ind iv idua ls  may be matched 
on c e r t a i n  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  f i r s t ,  and then each pa i r  randomly 
assigned t o  e i t h e r  t h e  program or cont ro l  group. The analy- 
t i c a l  s t r eng th  of the experimental method makes it a very 
useful  t o o l ,  b u t  i t s  value m u s t  be balanced aga ins t  other 
cons idera t ions  such a s  c o s t  and e t h i c a l ,  i n s t i t u t i o n a l ,  or 
l e g a l  cons t r a in t s .  

When less c e r t a i n t y  is acceptable ,  other methods a re  
ava i l ab le .  These include (1) comparing the program p a r t i c i -  
pants  w i t h  a group of nonpart ic ipants  n o t  randomly assigned, 
b u t  matched a s  c lose ly  a s  poss ib l e  i n  c e r t a i n  aspec ts  s u c h  
a s  age, sex,  race ,  and socioeconomic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  ( 2 )  
comparing per iodic  measurements w i t h i n  the program group 
t o  d e t e c t  changes over time, or ( 3 )  comparing measurements 
from one program w i t h  those from another.  Many s u c h  methods 
a re  ava i l ab le  and a re  most useful  when the eva lua t ion  goals  
do not requi re  avoiding every poss ib l e  source of confusion i n  
measuring the program's impact. The  aim, however, s t i l l  is 
t o  i d e n t i f y  and el iminate  those sources of confusion most 
l i k e l y  t o  be s i g n i f i c a n t  i n  a given evaluat ion.  The evaluator  
m u s t  always be a l e r t  t o  f a c t o r s  ou t s ide  the  program which 
could explain t h e  measured impact and search for  other anal- 
yses  or extensions of the  da ta  which could he lp  t o  r u l e  out 
these f a c t o r s .  

The second i ssue  which m u s t  be addressed i n  t h e  evalua- 
t i on  approach is  "externa l  v a l i d i t y , "  or t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which 
r e s u l t s  can be generalized t o  those s e t t i n g s  not a c t u a l l y  
included i n  the eva lua t ion .  The success of any program or 
p r o j e c t  depends, i n  p a r t ,  on the s e t t i n g  i n  which i t  takes  
place and t h e  program's impact; t he re fo re ,  i t  may d i f f e r  
from one environment to  another.  The quest ion of ex te rna l  
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v a l i d i t y  is never completely answerable: evidence about i t  
o f t en  is obtained only gradual ly .  To be most u se fu l ,  t h e  
evaluator  m u s t  provide convincinq evidence t h a t  the r e s u l t s  
can be appl ied i n  those s e t t i n g s  of i n t e r e s t  t o  t h e  decis ion-  
makers. 

The primary too l  for  e s t a b l i s h i n g  ex te rna l  v a l i d i t y  is 
r e p l i c a t i o n  of the  eva lua t ion  i n  d ive r se  s e t t i n g s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  
those s e t t i n g s  which a re  thought t o  d i f f e r  on c r u c i a l  va r i ab le s .  
Because b o t h  time and resources a v a i l a b l e  f o r  eva lua t ion  w i l l  
l i m i t  r e p l i c a t i o n ,  the in t e rac t ion  between the researcher and 
the user i s  c r u c i a l .  The evaluator  should determine which 
s e t t i n g s  a re  of i n t e r e s t  t o  t h e  decisionmaker and s e l e c t  
s i t e s  and populations which a r e  a s  r ep resen ta t ive  a s  poss ib l e  
of the environments i n  wh ich  the s t u d y  f i n d i n g s  a r e  t o  be 
appl ied.  

4.  Method fo r  sample s e l e c t i o n  

program evaluat ions.  Sampling i s  nothing more than a prac- 
t i c a l  technique which makes measurement of s o c i a l  phenomena 
f e a s i b l e .  I f  measurements could be obtained from a l l  those 
people who p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  a program and a l l  those who did 
not ,  sampling would be unnecessary. Time and resource con- 
s t r a i n t s  almost always preclude such l a rge  measurement pro- 
grams however, and t h e  problem becomes one of measuring 
r ep resen ta t ive  groups or samples. 

Sample se l ec t ion  is a c r i t i c a l  element of most s o c i a l  

Three quest ions m u s t  be addressed i n  a r r i v i n g  a t  a 
sampling method (1) what procedure can be used  t o  assure  
t h a t  the samples f a i r l y  represent  t he  populat ions t o  which 
observat ions w i l l  be a t t r i b u t e d ?  ( 2 )  what can be done t o  
assure  t h a t  i nev i t ab le  changes i n  t h e  samples do not  s e r i -  
ously a f f e c t  t h e i r  representa t iveness ,  and the re fo re ,  the 
a u a l i t y  of es t imates  of  program e f f e c t ?  and ( 3 )  how l a r g e  
m u s t  the samples be t o  d e t e c t  program impact w i t h  an ade- 
quate degree of c e r t a i n t y ?  

Assuring t h a t  samples a re  r ep resen ta t ive  of t h e  popula- 
t i o n s  t o  which t h e  observat ions w i l l  be a t t r i b u t e d  r equ i r e s  
(1) an understanding of the c r i t e r i a  used t o  s e l e c t  t h e  pro- 
gram p a r t i c i p a n t s  and ( 2 )  appropr ia te  techniques f o r  s e l e c t -  
i n g  samples from those p a r t i c i p a n t s  and other  groups. The 
evaluator  m u s t  at tempt t o  i d e n t i f y  ways i n  which tnese 
s e l e c t i o n  processes can a f f e c t  t h e  eva lua t ion  r e s u l t s .  
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I f  eva lua tors  could decide which people or groups would 
' p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  a program and which would no t ,  assur ing rep- 
resenta t iveness  would be s t ra ight forward .  Such is not  t h e  
case,  however. Frequently, f o r  example, t h e  c r i t e r i a  fo r  
program p a r t i c i p a t i o n  is e s t ab l i shed  well before  the evalua- 
t i on  b e g i n s  and q u i t e  of ten  p a r t i c i p a n t s  have already been 
se l ec t ed  in to  the program. Even when eva lua t ion  needs a re  
considered i n  planning and implementing programs, l e g a l ,  
e t h i c a l ,  and other c o n s t r a i n t s  m u s t  be s a t i s f i e d  i n  s e l e c t -  
i n g  program pa r t i c ipan t s .  

When t h e  evaluat ion design r equ i r e s  comparing program 
p a r t i c i p a n t s  w i t h  nonpar t ic ipants ,  or when r e s u l t s  m u s t  be 
general ized to  a population other than the cu r ren t  p a r t i c i -  
pants ,  t h e  evaluator  m u s t  f u l l y  understand t h e  s e l e c t i o n  
process.  T h i s  requi res  not only a desc r ip t ion  of t h e  se lec-  
t i on  c r i t e r i a ,  b u t  a knowledge of how t h a t  c r i t e r i a  was 
a c t u a l l y  applied since e s t ab l i shed  c r i t e r i a  is of ten  
modified by program s t a f f .  I n  some cases ,  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  
procedures may be ambiguous and t a r g e t  population ill defined. 
Considerable e f f o r t  may be needed t o  c l a r i f y  these  i ssues .  

Techniques used t o  s e l e c t  samples from the program 
p a r t i c i p a n t s  and other  groups can s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a f f e c t  t h e  
evaluat ion r e s u l t s .  Generally speaking, some form of 
random s e l e c t i o n  procedures a r e  p re fe rab le  because they a r e  
s t ra ight forward  and permit g rea t e r  confidence i n  general iza-  
t i ons .  The  g u i d i n g  p r i n c i p l e  is t h a t  t h e  sub jec t s  of t h e  
s t u d y  should be typ ica l  of those people t o  whom t h e  study 
f i n d i n g s  w i l l  be a t t r i b u t e d .  The  eva lua t ion  plan should 
c l e a r l y  descr ibe  t h e  sample s e l e c t i o n  procedures and the 
reasons fo r  t h e i r  use. 

Some l o s s  of representa t iveness  i n  implementing sample 
designs is inev i t ab le .  I n  most ins tances ,  individual  u n i t s  
s e l ec t ed  t o  comprise t h e  sample w i l l  have t h e  option of 
cooperating or refusing t o  cooperate.  Havinq i n i t i a l l y  
agreed to  cooperate,  some w i l l  decide t o  drop out ;  o thers  
w i l l  remain, b u t  for  a v a r i e t y  of reasons w i l l  provide i n -  
complete da t a .  

eva lua t ion  r e s u l t s ,  subsequent changes i n  the  composition 
of t h e  samples can c rea t e  d i f f e rences  which s e r i o u s l y  b i a s  
t h e  s t u d y .  Mechanisms a r e  genera l ly  needed t o  min imize  
a t t r i t i o n  and determine whether nonrespondents d i f f e r  from 
respondents i n  ways which w i l l  b i a s  t he  es t imate  of  program 
e f f e c t .  These mechanisms should be i d e n t i f i e d  and j u s t i f i e d  
i n  t h e  eva lua t ion  plan.  Procedures for  obtaining needed 
replacement u n i t s  should a l s o  be spec i f i ed .  

J u s t  a s  i n i t i a l  s e l e c t i o n  procedures can a f f e c t  the 
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The a b i l i t y  of t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  t o  d e t e c t  s u b t l e  program 
e f f e c t s  depends i n  p a r t  on t h e  sample s i z e  used.  Some s o c i a l  
programs a r e  n o t  expec ted  t o  produce massive changes ,  b u t  
t h e i r  impact  though small  may be v e r y  impor t an t .  I n  these 
cases, r a t h e r  p r e c i s e  measurement is  needed t o  d e t e c t  t h e  
e f f e c t s  and i f  samples  a r e  n o t  s u f f i c i e n t l y  l a r g e ,  these 
programs may be improper ly  judged. 

Also,  these  program e f f e c t s  measured i n  a sample a r e  
o n l y  estimates of t h e  program's  e f f e c t s  i n  a t o t a l  p o p u l a t i o n .  
T h i s  is t r u e  because i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  s t a t i s t i c a l  v a r i a t i o n  i n  
t h e  impacts  themselves ,  no group is  t o t a l l y  homogeneous and, 
t h e r e f o r e ,  t h e  sample can  never  be a p e r f e c t  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  
of t h e  p o p u l a t i o n  from which it came. The c o n f i d e n c e  w i t h  
which t h e  estimates of  program e f f e c t  can be a t t r i b u t e d  t o  
t h e  complete  program p o p u l a t i o n  depends p r i m a r i l y  upon t h e  
s i z e  of t h e  sample. 

The e v a l u a t i o n  p l a n  should  s p e c i f y  t h e  sample s i z e  
n e c e s s a r y  t o  a c h i e v e  t h e  r e q u i r e d  l e v e l  of  c o n f i d e n c e .  I t  
should  a l s o  demonst ra te  t h a t  t h e  sample s i z e  is s u f f i c i e n t  
t o  d e t e c t  s u b t l e  program e f f e c t s  of a magnitude w h i c h  can  
r e a s o n a b l y  be expec ted .  

5. Choosinu measurement methods 

E v a l u a t i o n s  a r e  p a r t i a l l y  de te rmined  by t h e  measurement 
methods and i n s t r u m e n t s  used: i f  t h o s e  methods a re  n o t  b o t h  
v a l i d  and r e l i a b l e ,  measurements w i l l  be d i s t o r t e d  and bad 
d e c i s i o n s  may r e s u l t .  To be g i v e n  c r e d i b i l i t y ,  t h e  eva lua -  
t i o n  p l a n  m u s t  p rov ide  ev idence  of t h e  v a l i d i t y  and r e l i -  
a b i l i t y  of t h e  measurement methods,  

The e v a l u a t i o n  p l a n  should  s p e c i f y  r e a s o n s  f o r  selec- 
t i o n  of a p a r t i c u l a r  measurement t e c h n i q u e  and ev idence  
t h a t  t h e  t echn ique  is adequa te  t o  a c h i e v e  t h e  g o a l s  of t h e  
e v a l u a t i o n .  The  concep t s  of v a l i d i t y  and r e l i a b i l i t y  a r e  
r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  measurement pu rposes  and t h e  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  
i n  wh ich  they  were made, t h e r e f o r e ,  many forms of  e v i d e n c e  
may be a p p r o p r i a t e  depending on t h e  s i t u a t i o n .  

V a l i d i t y  

V a l i d i t y  r e f e r s  t o  t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which a measurement 
r e p r e s e n t s  w h a t  it is supposed t o  r e p r e s e n t .  Program 
success c r i t e r i a  a r e  r a r e l y  measured d i r e c t l y  because  
they  a r e  u s u a l l y  o n l y  concep t s .  For example,  a p r e s c h o o l  
t r a i n i n g  program may seek t o  i n c r e a s e  t h e  " se l f - e s t eem"  
of p a r t i c i p a t i n g  s t u d e n t s ,  b u t  " s e l f - e s t e e m "  is  n o t  s u b j e c t  
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t o  d i r e c t  measurement. I t  m u s t  be measured by proxies  s u c h  
a s  a t t i t u d e  tests or w i t h  mul t ip le  tests.  The quest ion be- 
comes how well t h e  t e s t s  represent  t h e  concept. 

I t  is  the e v a l u a t o r ' s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  provide evi-  
dence t o  decisionmakers t h a t  a h i g h  degree of c o r r e l a t i o n  
exis ts  between the chosen measurement and t h e  concept, I n  
reviewing t h i s  evidence, two important f a c t o r s  a re  (1) 
evidence of v a l i d i t y  i s  r a r e l y  d e f i n i t i v e  and ( 2 )  a method 
or instrument is va l id  only i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  i t s  purpose. 

A measurement method can r a r e l y  be absolu te ly  va l ida ted  
s imply  because t h e  concept which i t  attempts t o  measure 
cannot be c l e a r l y  defined. Val idat ion br ings together 
q u a l i t a t i v e  and q u a n t i t a t i v e  evidence t h a t  supports  t h e  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  and uses t o  be made of the measure. A l -  
though not d e f i n i t i v e ,  t h e  evidence m u s t  be s u f f i c i e n t  t o  
persuade t h e  well-informed reviewer. 

No measurement method or instrument is va l id  for  a l l  
purposes, i n  a l l  s i t u a t i o n s ,  or fo r  a l l  groups of people. 
It is, the re fo re ,  not enough t o  say t h a t  a measurement is 
va l id  because its developer conducted a t e s t  of v a l i d i t y  
w i t h  favorable  r e s u l t s .  I t  m u s t  be u l t imate ly  shown t h a t  
t h e  measurement is  va l id  fo r  the p a r t i c u l a r  s i t u a t i o n  and 
purpose for  which it  is used. 

Re1 i a b i l  i t y  

R e l i a b i l i t y  is defined here a s  the degree t o  which a 
measuring instrument y i e l d s  the same r e s u l t  i n  repeated 
app l i ca t ions  to  t h e  same phenomena; it r e f e r s  t o  the 
s t a b i l i t y  or consistency of  t h e  instrument. R e l i a b i l i t y  
addresses  t h e  random or chance v a r i a t i o n  i n  a measurement 
and t h e  evidence i s  usual ly  q u a n t i f i a b l e .  

The evaluator  who can f i n d  h i g h l y  r e l i a b l e ,  off- the-  
s h e l f  measures appropriate  t o  t h e  circumstances may be 
spared some work. The samples of people and circumstances 
of program adminis t ra t ion aga ins t  which the  instrument was 
s tandardized,  however, m u s t  be comparable t o  those of the 
planned eva lua t ion  or  the evaluator  m u s t  r ea s ses s  r e l i -  
a b i l  i t y  . 
6. Timing  of measurements 

Many s o c i a l  changes do not manifest  themselves quickly; 
other  changes a r e  more immediate b u t  d e t e r i o r a t e  over time. 
I n  s u c h  cases ,  the t i m i n g  of measurements w i l l  a f f e c t  the 

18 



evaluat ion r e su l t s .  The eva lua t ion  plan should include t h e  
j u s t i f i c a t i o n  for  t h e  frequency and timing of measurements. 

Methods of es t imat ing program e f f e c t s ,  such a s  t h e  time 
s e r i e s ,  qenerall;; requi re  measurements before ,  during,  and 
a f t e r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  Repeated measurements may a l s o  be 
needed during each phase t o  provide more persuasive evidence 
or t o  i d e n t i f y  abrupt changes and cyc les  i n  the program's 
e f f e c t .  On the other hand, f requent  measurement may f a t i g u e  
respondents, provoking t h e i r  discomfort  or d i sp l easu re ,  and 
d e f e a t  the attempt t o  obta in  new or usefu l  information. 

I t  is d i f f i c u l t  t o  choose the idea l  frequency of meas- 
urement because t h e  r a t e  of improvement or d e t e r i o r a t i o n  
is  not known beforehand. The evaluator  may, however, make 
p l aus ib l e  guesses about the  r a t e s  of change and should have 
some j u s t i f i c a t i o n  for  the t i m i n g  of measurements. 

7 .  F e a s i b i l i t y  of t h e  evaluat ion 

The f e a s i b i l i t y  assessment should be accomplished before 
s u b s t a n t i a l  funds a re  committed t o  the  impact evaluat ion.  
T h i s  assessment cannot be determined i n  an absolu te  sense,  
but is r e l a t i v e  t o  the  decisionmakers' informational needs 
and evaluat ion s t a t e  of the a r t .  F e a s i b i l i t y  assessment is ,  
the re fo re ,  the process of t e n t a t i v e l y  matching informational 
needs  w i t h  ava i l ab le  time, resources ,  and da ta .  T h i s  assess-  
ment can be done i n  severa l  ways, ranging from iden t i f i ca t ion '  
and assessment of s imi la r  s t u d i e s  on s imi l a r  programs, t o  
peer reviews and small p i l o t  tests.  

T i m i n g  is of ten  a problem i n  performing eva lua t ions .  The 
i dea l  t i m e  required for  meaningful eva lua t ion  may vary 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from one program t o  another ,  but ,  p o l i t i c a l  
i s sues  can quickly become s e n s i t i v e  and informational needs 
may be immediate. Under such pressures ,  decisionmakers 
m u s t  and w i l l  a c t - - l eg i s l a t ion  t o  s t a r t  programs w i l l  be 
passed and f u n d s  w i l l  be authorized,  appropriated,  and 
spent .  After such dec is ions  have been made, t h e  opportuni ty  
t o  make e f f e c t i v e  use of t h e  eva lua t ion  w i l l  be l e s s .  One 
purpose of t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  assessment i s  t o  match the  evalua- 
t i o n  time requirements w i t h  the time a v a i l a b l e  for  dec is ions  
and e s t a b l i s h  r e a l i s t i c  expectat ions of what t h e  eva lua t ion  
can accomplish. I n  many cases ,  p a r t i a l  information ava i l -  
ab le  a t  the  time t h e  dec is ion  m u s t  be made i s  b e t t e r  than 
no information or l a t e  information. However, i t  is important 
t h a t  such dec is ions  be documented so  t h a t  any eva lua t ion  
assessment w i l l  be based on r e a l i s t i c  expec ta t ions ,  
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Also, s u f f i c i e n t  resources may not  be ava i l ab le  t o  
complete the eva lua t ion ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i f  i t s  goa ls  a r e  complex. 
Contract b i d s  may not be a va l id  ind ica t ion  of t h e  required 
resources.  Competition f o r  con t r ac t s  i s  o f t e n  keen, and the re  
a r e  r e s u l t i n g  pressures  t o  b i d  low when costs a re  a f ac to r  
i n  determining which  f irm rece ives  the  con t r ac t .  However, i f  
con t r ac to r s  a re  required t o  spec i fy  i n  t h e i r  proposals how 
the evaluat ion w i l l  provide fo r  items i n  t h i s  c h e c k l i s t ,  con- 
t r a c t u a l  commitments w i l l  be c l e a r e r  and r e a l i s t i c  c o s t  
es t imate@ can be obtained. I n  any event ,  the  resources needed 
t o  complete t h e  evaluat ion should be c a r e f u l l y  estimated and 
compared t o  ava i l ab le  f u n d i n g  so  t h a t  the  eva lua t ion  scope 
c a n  be appropr ia te ly  t a i l o r e d .  

The character  of l e g a l  r e s t r i c t i o n s  and the ex ten t  t o  
which t h e y  can be waived or accommodated depends heavi ly  
on the nature  of t h e  program and t h e  information needed 
fo r  evaluat ion.  

The g r i v a c y  A c t  of 1 9 7 4  ( 5  U.S .C .  552a),  the Family 
Ed-ucation R i o t s  and Privacy A c t  of 1 9 7 4  ( 2 0  U . S . C .  1 2 3 2 g ) ,  
or e l a t i o n  may r e s t r i c t  the e v a l u a t o r ' s  a b i l i t y  
t o  employ the most e f f e c t i v e  methods and t o  c a p i t a l i z e  o'l 
ava i l ab le  data .  The Privacy Act, f o r  example, may prevent 
t h e  use of ind iv idua l ly  i d e n t i f i a b l e  da t a  i n  Federal agency 
arch ives  without the consent of t h e  ind iv idua ls  involved. 
I n s t i t u t i o n a l  review boards required by t h e  Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare may p r o h i b i t  t h e  c o l l e c t i o n  
of ind iv idua l ly  i d e n t i f i e d  information i f  they be l ieve  it is 
too g r e a t  a r i s k  t o  p a r t i c i p a n t s  i n  experimental and research 
programs or v i o l a t e s  e t h i c a l  p r i n c i p l e s  over which t h e  i n -  
s t i t u t i o n a l  review boards have j u r i s d i c t i o n .  Other legis-  
l a t i o n  may a l s o  i n h i b i t  eva lua t ion .  For example, i n  t e s t i n g  
t h e  impact of reduced t r a i n i n g  times for  new r e c r u i t s ,  the  
Army was unable t o  randomly ass ign  people t o  t h e  new program 
because s o l d i e r s  d e s t i n e d  for  overseas assignments were 
given a m i n i m u m  t r a i n i n g  period prescr ibed by the  e x i s t i n g  
laws. 

Legal, procedural,  and s t a t i s t i c a l  methods e x i s t  t o  
overcome some of t hese  r e s t r i c t i o n s ,  b u t ,  t h e i r  use may 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  increase the cos t  of the e v a l u a t i o n  o r  reduce 
t h e  degree of c e r t a i n t y .  T h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  assessment should 
provide for  ident i fy ing  such r e s t r i c t i o n s  and methods for  
overcoming them before the eva lua t ion  i s  begun. 

20 



Because evaluat ions y i e ld  information about t h e  worth 
of a program and have p o t e n t i a l  fo r  a f f e c t i n g  t h e  a l l o c a t i o n  
of resources,  t h e y  have e x p l i c i t  p o l i t i c a l  implicat ions.  
W h i l e  p o l i t i c a l  a t t e n t i o n  t o  eva lua t ion  r e s u l t s  is  genera l ly  
viewed a s  d e s i r a b l e ,  pressures  de t r imenta l  t o  the eva lua t ion  
may be brought t o  bear. These pressures  may manifest  them- 
s e lves  i n  a number of  ways such a s  a t tempts  t o  inf luence 
s i t e  s e l ec t ion .  Recent Federal and S t a t e  l e g i s l a t i v e  i n i -  
t i a t i v e s  t o  require  evaluat ion a s  a provis ion of ' j sunse t ' '  
laws may increase both t h e  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  u s e  of eva lua t ion  
r e s u l t s  and pressures  which could be de t r imenta l .  The 
evaluator  m u s t  at tempt t o  understand and dea l  w i t h  the  
p o l i t i c a l  forces  a t  work before beginning t h e  study. 

8. Obtaininq cooperation 

The successful  performance of an evaluat ion depends on 
obtaining t h e  cooperation of those who a r e  l i k e l y  t o  be a f -  
fec ted  by it. T h i s  includes program adminis t ra tors  and 
s t a f f ,  community organiza t ions ,  and o ther  i n t e r e s t  groups. 
Such groups o f t en  have the capaci ty  t o  f r u s t r a t e  or enhance 
t h e  eva lua t ion  e f f o r t  and the  evaluator  m u s t  search f o r  com- 
mon ground w i t h  them. 

F r i c t i o n  between program adminis t ra tors  and eva lua tors  
is  common i n  impact evaluat ions.  Administrators usua l ly  
have a s t rong  commitment t o  programs under t h e i r  con t ro l  
and may view evaluat ion a s  th rea ten ing  or a t  b e s t  ob t rus ive  . 
and of l i t t l e  value i n  t h e i r  adminis t ra t ion .  When t h e  admin- 
i s t r a t o r s  sponsor t h e  eva lua t ion ,  they o f t e n  do not  have 
the experience t o  appreciate  what is required i f  the evalua- 
t i o n  i s  t o  be c a r r i e d  out  properly,  and policymakers do not  
always have the knowledge or au tho r i ty  t o  impose condi t ions 
necessary for  rigorous eva lua t ion .  I n  add i t ion ,  adminis- 
t r a t o r s  may view the demands of d a t a  c o l l e c t i o n  as a n  un- 
necessary burden. Refusals t o  permit random assignments t o  
program and cont ro l  groups, a t tempts  t o  conceal da ta  believed 
t o  show the program i n  a bad l i g h t ,  or f a i l u r e  t o  pay s u f -  
f i c i e n t  a t t e n t i o n  t o  important recordkeeping func t ions  a r e  
n o t  uncommon when program p r a c t i t i o n e r s  a r e  n o t  convinced 
of t h e  value of the evaluat ion or i ts  methods. 

These p o t e n t i a l  c o n f l i c t s  cannot always be el iminated 
b u t  they can of ten  be reduced or accommodated when eva lua tors  
and program personnel s i t  down together before  the  eva lua t ion  
takes  place t o  d iscuss  t h e  goals  and t o  plan s t u d y  procedures. 
Administrators may f i n d  through such d iscuss ion  t h a t  t h e  
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'benefi t  of understanding the na ture ,  magnitude, and r e l a t i v e  
c o s t s  of program e f f e c t s  j u s t i f i e s  t h e i r  support  of t h e  
eva lua t ion .  

Many evaluat ions a l s o  requi re  s t rong  support  from the 
community i n  which t h e  program opera tes .  For t h e  most p a r t  
t h e i r  i n t e r e s t  w i l l  be i n  the de l ive ry  of s e rv i ces ,  and 
they a re  l i k e l y  t o  r e s i s t  e f f o r t s  which t h e y  be l ieve  threa ten  
those se rv ices .  Plans should include e f f o r t s  t o  obta in  t h e i r  
cooperation so t h a t  the eva lua t ion  w i l l  be no more d i f f i c u l t  
than necessary. Some communities s u c h  a s  t h e  Woodlawn sec- 
t i o n  of Chicago and Roxbury, Massachusetts, have organized 
groups which can approve or disapprove research i n  t h e  
area of t h e i r  purview. U n l e s s  such groups a r e  s a t i s f i e d ,  
i t  may be d i f f i c u l t  or impossible t o  e l i c i t  information 
d i r e c t l y  from indiv idua ls  i n  the  community. 

Even when such organized groups do not e x i s t ,  community 
support  is important. The  knowledge of key people i n  t h e  
community can be useful  i n  deal ing w i t h  a wide range of 
opera t iona l  d i f f i c u l t i e s ,  and can r e in fo rce  the  legi t imacy 
of the research and enhance i ts  realism. Because community 
a t t i t u d e s  a r e  d i f f i c u l t  t o  a n t i c i p a t e ,  good eva lua t ion  plan- 
n i n g  genera l ly  involves the use of fieldwork t o  i d e n t i f y  
t h e  re levant  groups, t h e i r  i n t e r e s t s ,  and l i k e l y  sources of 
r e s i s t ance  t o  the evaluat ion.  

B. DATA COLLECTION 

N o  amount of planning w i l l  be s u f f i c i e n t  unless  con t ro l s  
a r e  e s t ab l i shed  and maintained during t h e  opera t iona l  phase 
t o  insure t h a t  the evaluat ion plan is properly implemented 
and t h a t  data  co l l ec t ed  a r e  accura te  and complete. Careless  
eva lua t ions  waste time and money and r e s u l t  i n  doubtful  or 
misleading information. 

Inaccurate  or incomplete da ta  can r e s u l t  from a number 
of causes including the da ta  c o l l e c t i o n  instruments,  the  
da ta  c o l l e c t o r s ,  the program p a r t i c i p a n t s  ( d a t a  sou rces ) ,  
or those administering the program. Ef fec t ive  procedures 
fo r  q u a l i t y  cont ro l  of da ta  m u s t  be implemented and main- 
ta ined t o  i d e n t i f y  and minimize p o t e n t i a l  sources  of b ias .  
I n  add i t ion ,  preliminary analyses  should be performed a s  
soon a s  poss ib l e  t o  i d e n t i f y  m i s s i n g  or i ncons i s t en t  informa- 
t i o n  and t o  co r rec t  de f i c i enc ie s  i n  the evaluat ion plan.  
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1. Procedures for  q u a l i t y  con t ro l  of da ta  

Q u a l i t y  con t ro l s  a r e  needed t o  insure  t h e  i n t e g r i t y  of 
raw data  because e r r o r s ,  omissions,  or misrepresentat ions 
a t  t h a t  po in t  w i l l  b i a s  the s t a t i s t i c a l  analyses.  Good 
in t en t ions  a re  n o t  enough: s t r u c t u r a l  con t ro l s  a r e  required,  
and the e f f ec t iveness  of these c o n t r o l s  should be c a r e f u l l y  
documented because they w i l l  h e l p  provide t h e  c r e d i b i l i t y  
necessary t o  use t h e  evaluat ion r e s u l t s .  

Any q u a l i t y  cont ro l  procedure m u s t  be s p e c i f i c a l l y  
t a i l o r e d  t o  the p a r t i c u l a r  circumstances and s e t t i n g  of t h e  
evaluat ion.  However, some form of t h e  following a r e  con- 
s idered good p r a c t i c e  for  most impact eva lua t ions .  

P i l o t  tests 

P i l o t  t e s t i n g  of data  c o l l e c t i o n  instruments on a 
sample drawn from t h e  program t o  be evaluated is  genera l ly  
advisable .  P i l o t  t e s t i n g  is e s p e c i a l l y  important when the 
da ta  c o l l e c t i o n  instruments a r e  new and u n t e s t e d .  The  pur- 
pose of t h e  tes t  is to  determine i f  the da ta  c o l l e c t o r s  and 
program p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  or other  respondents,  understand t h e  
instrument and have the knowledge or information required t o  
use it. During the t e s t ,  s p e c i f i c  item d e f i c i e n c i e s  such 
a s  lack of prec is ion  or ambiguity should be i d e n t i f i e d  and 
corrected so t h a t  t h e  da ta  eventua l ly  c o l l e c t e d  w i l l  be 
i n t e r p r e t a b l e .  

Recruitment and t r a i n i n q  

The q u a l i t y  of an evaluat ion depends on t h e  e f f o r t  put  
i n t o  performing it .  A team studying any complex po l i cy  or 
program should be composed of experienced persons from var- 
i o u s  d i s c i p l i n e s ,  w i t h  the  s t a t u r e  required t o  obta in  the  
needed information and assure t h e  c r e d i b i l i t y  of the study. 
I n  complex s t u d i e s ,  l a r g e  numbers of employees m u s t  be re- 
c r u i t e d  to  c o l l e c t ,  record, e d i t ,  f i l e ,  and analyze da ta .  
They should be se l ec t ed  w i t h  care .  During the  r e c r u i t i n g  
process,  q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  and s tandards should be e s t ab l i shed  
and followed. 

Once r ec ru i t ed ,  some employees m u s t  a l s o  be t ra ined .  
The amount of t r a in ing  required w i l l  vary w i t h  t h e  i n i t i a l  
a b i l i t y  of the employees and t h e  complexity of tasks ,  b u t  
usua l ly  both general  and s p e c i f i c  t r a i n i n g  w i l l  be required.  
Employees should be or ien ted  t o  t h e  eva lua t ion  qoals  and t h e  
p o l i c i e s  and procedures t o  be employed i n  t he  s t u d y .  They 
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m u s t  a l s o  l ea rn  t h e  s p e c i f i c s  of t h e i r  assignment--what t o  
do and how t o  do it. Per iodic  reinforcement of the t r a i n i n g  
may a l s o  be necessary because of s t a f f  turnover or the need 
t o  remedy de f i c i enc ie s  brought t o  l i q h t  by q u a l i t y  cont ro ls .  
These procedures should be documented. 

Assignment procedures 

A number of s t u d i e s  have shown t h a t  da ta  c o l l e c t o r s '  e x -  
pec t a t ions ,  s t y l e ,  and appearance can a f f e c t  the  da ta  ob- 
tained from respondents and cause the c o l l e c t i o n  of biased 
information. When the p o t e n t i a l  e x i s t s  fo r  b i a s  emanating 
from these sources,  procedures should be employed t o  e l i m -  
i na t e  or minimize i t .  Some techniques commonly used  a r e  
b l i n d  assignment of observers or r a t e r s  so  t h a t  they do not 
know which people received t h e  program and which d i d  no t ,  
use of combined measurements obtained from more than one 
independent observer of the same event ,  and the  random 
assignment or systematic r o t a t i o n  of data  c o l l e c t o r s .  The 
s t a t e  of t h e  a r t  fo r  such techniques is advancing and 
should be exploi ted to  reduce t h e  r i s k  t h a t  data  w i l l  be 
contaminated. 

Supervision 

Adequate supervis ion is e s s e n t i a l  t o  i d e n t i f y  those 
employees who a re  performing s a t i s f a c t o r i l y ,  those who need 
r e t r a i n i n g ,  and those who m u s t  be replaced. One common 
procedure is for  supervisory personnel t o  v e r i f y  a port ion 
or sample of the information. I n  the interview s i t u a t i o n ,  
for  example, the supervisor may recontac t  a sample of t h e  
program p a r t i c i p a n t s  t o  v e r i f y  t h a t  (1) they were indeed 
interviewed, ( 2 )  c e r t a i n  ques t ions  were asked, and ( 3 )  t h e y  
provided p a r t i c u l a r  responses t o  key quest ions.  Another 
form involves the supervisor occas iona l ly  accompanying data  
c o l l e c t o r s  t o  obtain more i n s i g h t  i n to  how planned procedures 
a re  being ca r r i ed  out.  The s t a t e  of the a r t  i s  advancing 
i n  t h i s  area a l s o  and should be explo i ted  where poss ib le .  

Consistency checks or s i d e  s t u d i e s  a r e  another important 
means of supervisory cont ro l .  The employees' work may be 
screened fo r  i n t e r n a l  consis tency or correspondence w i t h  
ava i l ab le  ex terna l  data  sources.  These procedures usua l ly  
requi re ,  however, t h a t  da ta  c o l l e c t i o n  instruments be care- 
f u l l y  designed t o  include items w i t h  a high degree of cor re la -  
t i on  or consistency or items corresponding t o  information i n  
ex t e rna l  data  sources. 
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Data e d i t i n g  

Data e d i t i n g  is e s s e n t i a l  t o  insure t h a t  inadver ten t  
e r r o r s  do not  become a p a r t  of t he  d a t a  base. Formal, wel l  
documented checks a re  e spec ia l ly  important when the da ta  
set  is  l a r g e  and automatic da ta  processing equipment is  used 
i n  the study. Typical procedures include range checks t o  
assure  t h a t  a l l  t ranscr ibed  observat ions f a l l  w i t h i n  pre- 
determined p l aus ib l e  bounds, and i n t e r n a l  consis tency checks 
t o  assure  t h a t  responses a r e  c o n s i s t e n t  or reasonable a s  
well  as checks on keypunching and typing. 

Monitoring proqram processes  

The evaluator  does not normally con t ro l  t h e  de l ive ry  
of program se rv ices  and i n  many cases  does not  con t ro l  t h e  
c o l l e c t i o n  of data  t o  be used i n  assess ing  the program's 
impact. I n  s u c h  cases ,  the  evaluator  m u s t  take ac t ion  t o  
i d e n t i f y  sources of systematic b i a s  and attempt t o  have i t  
eliminated. T h i s  usual ly  r equ i r e s  the  evaluator  t o  monitor 
t h e  program processes and da ta  c o l l e c t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  t o  
v e r i f y  t h a t  t h e  program is be ing  de l ivered  a s  planned and 
t h a t  complete and accurate  records a r e  being maintained. 
When program r e c i p i e n t s  a r e  t o  be compared w i t h  a con t ro l  
or comparison group, the evaluator  m u s t  a l s o  v e r i f y  t h a t  
condi t ions necessary €or v a l i d  comparison a r e  maintained 
throughout t h e  s t u d y .  

2 .  Preliminary analyses 

Preliminary analyses should be performed during t h e  
e a r l y  s t ages  of da ta  c o l l e c t i o n ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i f  t h e  evalua- 
t i on  e f f o r t  is la rge  and the issues a r e  complex. Such e a r l y  
analyses can help t o  i d e n t i f y  m i s s i n g  or incomplete informa- 
t i o n ,  incons is tenc ies ,  or other d i screpancies  i n  the d a t a ,  
and w i l l  help t o  guide changes required i n  t he  s t u d y  methods. 

C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of nonrespondents 

Nonresponse or a t t r i t i o n  is a s p e c i a l  problem i n  impact 
evaluat ions.  Inevi tab ly ,  some p a r t i c i p a n t s  w i l l  leave t h e  
s t u d y  while o t h e r s  w i l l  remain, b u t  provide incomplete i n -  
formation. Nonresponse can o f t en  be minimized w i t h  properly 
supervised followup procedures, and the  a t t r i t i o n  can some- 
times be accommodated by increasing the sample s i z e .  I f ,  
however, sub jec t s  who leave the s t u d y  have some d i s t i n g u i s h -  
i n g  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and p a r t i c u l a r l y  i f  these d i f f e r  between 
t h e  program p a r t i c i p a n t s  and t h e  con t ro l  or comparison group, 
t h e  r e s u l t s  of the evaluat ion may be s e r i o u s l y  compromised. 
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Procedures m u s t  be es tab l i shed  t o  c a r e f u l l y  study t h e  
character  of a t t r i t i o n  and, i f  poss ib l e ,  t o  determine i t s  
cause and t h e  l i k e l y  e f f e c t  on s t u d y  r e s u l t s .  

Testinq consistency of  da ta  

Successful evaluat ion planning i s  r a r e l y  a one-shot a f -  
f a i r ,  and no da ta  c o l l e c t i o n  process is pe r fec t .  Inev i t ab ly ,  
d e f i c i e n c i e s  w i l l  occur i n  t h e  implementation of the s t u d y ,  
but w i l l  n o t  sur face  u n t i l  the  evaluator  begins t o  manipulate 
the da ta .  I n  some instances,  whole p ieces  of information 
may be m i s s i n g  and add i t iona l  ques t ions  may have t o  be 
answered before r e l i a b l e  conclusions can be reached. The 
analyses  may reveal  t h a t  da ta  gathered from d i f f e r e n t  
sources c o n f l i c t  and the c o n f l i c t s  w i l l  have t o  be resolved. 

Preliminary analyses should be undertaken a s  soon a s  
poss ib le  s o  t h a t  necessary ac t ion  can be taken i n  time t o  
obtain the d a t a ,  resolve c o n f l i c t s ,  or modify the  s t u d y  plan.  

C. DATA ANALYSIS 

Data ana lys i s  is the t abu la t ion ,  organiza t ion ,  and sum- 
marization of the raw information co l l ec t ed  d u r i n g  t he  evalua- 
t i o n .  The ana lys i s  should r e l a t e  da ta  t o  t h e  basic  quest ions 
of the s t u d y ,  shape i t  i n t o  some d iges t ab le  form, and de ter -  
mine through u s e  of an appropriate  s t a t i s t i c a l  model i f  the 
indicated f i n d i n g s  a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t  or d u e  t o  random varia-  
t i on .  

1. S t a t i s t i c a l  methods and model 

Based on the evaluat ion goa l s ,  p lans  should have been 
made t o  t e s t  s p e c i f i c  hypotheses or answer s p e c i f i c  ques- 
t i o n s ,  and t o  c o l l e c t  the da t a  needed. F i t t i n g  t he  da ta  
t o  a s t a t i s t i c a l  model d i r e c t s  the a n a l y s t s '  a t t e n t i o n  t o  
c e r t a i n  aspec ts  of the  da ta  and s u g g e s t s  in ferences  which 
may be drawn from it. T h i s  model should be made e x p l i c i t ,  
and i t s  use s h o u l d  be j u s t i f i e d  by its r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  the 
evaluat ion goals ,  design, and t h e  nature  of the da ta  col-  
l e c t e d .  The ana lys i s  may be s e r i o u s l y  misleading i f  (1) 
these r e l a t ionsh ips  a re  not recognized i n  the choice of 
s t a t i s t i c a l  methods and model, ( 2 )  the  l e v e l  of da ta  
aggregation is not appropr ia te ,  or ( 3 )  the  condi t ions 
necessary f o r  employing the  s t a t i s t i c a l  model a r e  not  
reasonably met. 
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Searching through data  haphazardly is  l i k e l y  t o  be 
unproductive or misleading. T h i s  does not  mean t h a t  t h e  
ana lys t  cannot search through t h e  da ta  for  evidence w i t h  
which t o  t e s t  add i t iona l  hypotheses, b u t ,  g r e a t  ca re  should 
be used i n  i n t e r p r e t i n g  such evidence i f  the study is not 
des igned  t o  answer these quest ions.  I f  t h e  a n a l y s t  inves- 
t i g a t e s  the data  hard enough, r e f i n e s  va r i ab le s ,  regroups 
u n i t s ,  and narrows the scope of the  da t a  i n c l u d e d  i n  the  
ana lys i s ,  f i n d i n g s  w i l l  probably emerge, b u t  they may not  
a l l  be g e n u i n e .  The primary quest ion and one which is  not 
e a s i l y  answered a s  the s t u d y  nears  completion is  whether 
each f i n d i n g  is  s i g n i f i c a n t  or the  r e s u l t  of chance v a r i a t i m  
i n  t h e  da ta .  

The s t a t i s t i c a l  model m u s t  be r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  eva lua t ion  
d e s i g n .  For example, when people have been randomly assigned 
t o  program and cont ro l  groups, simple comparisons of average 
values per ta in ing  t o  these groups and the  use of appropr ia te  
s t a t i s t i c a l  tests may be s u f f i c i e n t  t o  s t a t e  w i t h  h i g h  con- 
f idence t h a t  t h e  program d i d  or d i d  not  have an e f f e c t .  I f  
random a s s i g n m e n t  is not employed, however, or for  some 
reason not successfu l ,  more ca re  i n  drawing conclusions would 
be required.  T h i s  is because the evaluator  cannot assume 
t h a t  people not randomly se l ec t ed  i n t o  program and cont ro l  
groups a re  on the average equivalent  or comparable, i n  e i t h e r  
t h e i r  preprogram condi t ions or the  r a t e  a t  w h i c h  they change 
i n  response to  the proqram. If the program p a r t i c i p a n t s  
a r e  less capable i n i t i a l l y  than the  con t ro l  g r o u p , ' t h e  
evaluat ion could be biased u n f a i r l y  toward an unfavorable 
conclusion; i f  t h e y  a re  more capable i n i t i a l l y ,  t h e  evalua- 
t i on  could be biased i n  the other  d i r e c t i o n .  When random 
assignment is not used, c a r e f u l  and soph i s t i ca t ed  a n a l y s i s  
and very c a r e f u l  judgments m u s t  be combined t o  a r r i v e  a t  
a r e l a t i v e l y  unbiased conclusion. T h i s  i s  one of t he  most 
c r i t i c a l  aspec ts  of most da ta  ana lys i s  because randomiza- 
t i on  is d i f f i c u l t  t o  maintain even under t h e  b e s t  of condi- 
t ions .  

Appropriate appl ica t ion  of t h e  s t a t i s t i c a l  model m u s t  
a l s o  be based on considerat ion of t h e  da ta  a c t u a l l y  co l l ec t ed .  
For example, r e s u l t s  of an evaluat ion may d i f f e r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
a s  a funct ion of which ind iv idua ls  or subgroups a r e  i n c l u d e d  
i n  t h e  f i n a l  ana lys i s .  T h u s ,  an ana lys i s  wh ich  included only 
those who successfu l ly  completed the  program may d i f f e r  
notably from one which a l s o  includes those who i n i t i a l l y  
began t h e  program b u t  l a t e r  withdrew f o r  some reason. 
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I n  applying t h e  model, t h e  ana lys t  m u s t  a l s o  consider 
t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  meaning assigned t o  va r i ab le s  and character-  
i s t i c s  during the data  c o l l e c t i o n .  Depending on t h e  ques- 
t i ons  or hypotheses being evaluated,  t he  same va r i ab le  could 
have a d i f f e r e n t  meaning or s t a t u s  i n  d i f f e r e n t  s t u d i e s .  
Variables a r e  c l a s s i f i e d  a s  measures of program impact or 
one of severa l  ca tegor ies  which help explain the cause of 
t h e  impact. I n  s o c i a l  program evalua t ions ,  va r i ab le s  which 
help explain t h e  impact a r e  (1) populat ion def in ing  va r i ab le s  
such a s  age or s exp  ( 2 )  exposure va r i ab le s  which a r e  the  
program inputs ,  or ( 3 )  cova r i a t e s  which a re  measures of 
v a r i a t i o n  before exposure t o  the program. Confusing the 
meaning of these va r i ab le s  i n  an ana lys i s  can cause very 
misleading r e s u l t s  and conclusions.  The u s e  t o  which the 
va r i ab le s  a re  put is e spec ia l ly  important i n  i n t e r p r e t i n g  
program e f f e c t s  when other  than random s e l e c t i o n  procedures 
a r e  used. For example, d i f f e rences  i n  t e s t  scores  before 
exposure t o  a remedial education program ( a  c o v a r i a t e )  could 
be used t o  properly i n t e r p r e t  d i f f e rences  i n  l a t e r  scores .  
I f  such a preprogram d i f f e rence  were ignored, the evalua- 
t i o n  could be completely misleading. 

2. U n i t  of ana lvs i s  

U n i t  of ana lys i s  r e f e r s  t o  t h e  l e v e l  of aggregation a t  
which comparisons w i l l  be made, i . e . ,  ind iv idua ls  or  groups 
of individuals .  There is no one u n i t  of ana lys i s  proper 
fo r  a l l  eva lua t ions .  The l e v e l  of aggregation during anal-  
y s i s  should be based on the s p e c i f i c  d e s i g n  and condi t ions 
of the evaluat ion.  The e s s e n t i a l  c r i t e r i a  include how u n i t s  
were i n i t i a l l y  se lec ted  i n t o  the samples, whether groups 
d i f f e r e d  i n i t i a l l y  i n  s i g n i f i c a n t  ways, and whether t h e i r  
experiences during t h e  evaluat ion period d i f f e r e d  s i g -  
n i f i c a n t l y .  I f  people were se l ec t ed  i n t o  the program or 
cont ro l  groups on an individual  bas i s  t h e n  t h e  individual  
is  probably the proper u n i t  of ana lys i s .  I f ,  however, they 
were se l ec t ed  i n  groups, e .g . ,  classroom by classroom, and 
the groups i n i t i a l l y  d i f f e r e d  i n  s i g n i f i c a n t  ways or the  
group experiences d i f f e r e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  during the evalua- 
t i o n  per iod,  then the groups should probably be maintained 
a s  the u n i t  of ana lys i s .  Such c r i t e r i a  is v i t a l l y  important 
i n  the s e l e c t i o n  of  appropriate  s t a t i s t i c a l  methods and models 
for  the impact evaluat ion b u t  the da ta  may be regrouped and 
severa l  u n i t s  of ana lys i s  used  f o r  more specula t ive  or ex-  
p lo ra to ry  a u x i l i a r y  analyses.  
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3 .  Assumptions e s s e n t i a l  t o  
s t a t i s t i c a l  methods and models 

A l l  s t a t i s t i c a l  models involve assumptions, e.g. I t h a t  
sub jec t s  were randomly assigned t o  treatment or con t ro l  
groups. Violat ion of some of these assumptions t o  a g rea t e r  
or l e s s e r  ex ten t  is  t o  be expected. Some v i o l a t i o n s ,  how- 
ever ,  may se r ious ly  b i a s  t h e  eva lua t ion  r e s u l t s .  For t h i s  
reason, t h e  model assumptions should be made e x p l i c i t  and 
the evaluator  should c a r e f u l l y  document t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which 
t h e  assumptions a r e  s a t i s f i e d .  The a n a l y s t  should a l s o  i n -  
d i c a t e  t o  the ex ten t  poss ib le ,  t h e  probable e f f e c t  of v io la -  
t i o n s  on t h e  analyses.  

D. REPORTING RESULTS 

For most people, s t a t i s t i c a l  analyses  w i l l  become u s e f u l  
only w i t h  an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  provided by the  eva lua tor .  T h i s  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  is the o r a l  or wr i t t en  r epor t s  of t h e  evalua- 
t ion .  Careful a t t e n t i o n  is  required t o  assure  t h a t  the 
r epor t s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  the f i n a l  one, a r e  not misleading. Many 
users  w i l l  judge t h e  e n t i r e  study e f f o r t  on t h e  b a s i s  of 
the f i n a l  r epor t  and i f  i t  is not c l ea r  and complete or does 
not f a i r l y  r e f l e c t  a l l  of t h e  f i n d i n g s  and l i m i t a t i o n s  of 
the eva lua t ion ,  t h e  information may be ignored or misused.  

1. Clear,  complete, and f a i r  r e p o r t i n p  

There is no foolproof way of course t o  assure  t h a t  
eva lua t ion  r e s u l t s  a r e  not  misused. However, f u l l  and open 
d i sc losu re  can help to  assure  t h a t  f i n d i n g s  a r e  not  misunder- 
stood. The r epor t  i t s e l f  should be s u f f i c i e n t l y  c l e a r  t o  
i ts  audience i n  i ts  descr ip t ion  of purposes, procedures, 
and f ind ings  about what was done, why i t  was done, and what 
was learned. 

Evaluators along w i t h  s t u d y  sponsors of ten  have consider- 
ab le  l a t i t u d e  i n  h i g h l i g h t i n g  what t h e y  be l ieve  t o  be impor- 
t a n t  i n  the analyses and ignoring other  aspec ts .  Subt le  
pressures  may be applied t o  avoid or bury unpopular f a c t s  
and conclusions. The r epor t  should d iscuss  a l l  s i g n i f i c a n t  
f i n d i n g s  of the s tudy,  even those which may be unpopular w i t h  
spec ia l  i n t e r e s t s .  Moreover, a l l  po in t s  of equal s ign i f i cance  
should be given equal emphasis i n  t h e  r epor t .  

Human judgments  or assumptions a re  involved i n  t h e  conduct 
of an evaluat ion.  As a r e s u l t ,  eva lua t ion  f i n d i n g s  a r e  never 
t o t a l l y  f r e e  of t h e  leanings and b i a ses  of people sponsoring 
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o r  c o n d u c t i n g  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n .  C l e a r l y  s t a t i n q  t h e  a s s u m p t i o n s  
and r e a s o n s  f o r  making them w i l l  e n a b l e  d e c i s i o n m a k e r s  t o  
be t t e r  d e a l  w i t h  t h e i r  i n h e r e n t  s u b j e c t i v i t y .  

The r e p o r t  must  be e q u a l l y  c lear  and f o r t h r i g t c  a b o u t  
t h e  l i m i t a t i o n s  of  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n .  Even w i t h  good p l a n n i n g ,  
t h i n g s  w i l l  go  wrong d u r i n g  t h e  c o u r s e  o f  t h e  s t u d y .  These  
t h i n g s  a r e  o f t e n  a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  f a c t o r s  such  as f u n d i n g  or 
f i e l d  c o n d i t i o n s  o u t s i d e  t h e  c o n t r o l  o f  t h e  e v a l u a t o r .  I f  
t h e s e  l i m i t a t i o n s  have t h e  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  a l t e r i n g  s t u d y  
r e s u l t s  i n  any  s i g n i f i c a n t  way, t h e y  s h o u l d  be  i d e n t i f i e d  
i n  t h e  r e p o r t  and ,  i f  p o s s i b l e ,  t h e i r  p o t e n t i a l  impact 
d e s c r i b e d .  

I n  a d d i t i o n ,  a l l  e v a l u a t i o n  f i n d i n g s  have l i m i t s  beyond 
which r e a s o n a b l e  i n f e r e n c e  c a n n o t  b e  made. Whi le  t h e  e v a l -  
u a t o r  c o u l d  n o t  p o s s i b l y  l i s t  a l l  c o n d i t i o n s  o r  s i t u a t i o n s  
t o  which s t u d y  r e s u l t s  a r e  n o t  a p p l i c a b l e ,  t h e  f i n d i n g s  
s h o u l d  be  s u f f i c i e n t l y  q u a l i f i e d  t o  h e l p  r e a d e r s  a v o i d  
drawing  improper  i n f e r e n c e s .  E v a l u a t o r s  s h o u l d  n o t  expect 
u s e r s  t o  a c c e p t  on f a i t h  t h a t  t h e  s t u d y  r e s u l t s  a r e  v a l i d  
and comple t e .  The  r e p o r t  s h o u l d  c o n t a i n  enough i n f o r m a t i o n  
a b o u t  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n ' s  s c o p e  and p r o c e d u r e s  f o r  t h e  u s e r s  
t o  u n d e r s t a n d  what  was done  and why. 

During t h e  p r o c e s s  of a n a l y z i n g  and r e p o r t i n g  r e s u l t s ,  
e v a l u a t o r s  o f t e n  r e c o g n i z e  f a c t o r s  which s h o u l d  have  been  
examined b u t  were n o t ,  t h u s  i n d i c a t i n g  t h e  need f o r  f u r t h e r  
e v a l u a t i o n .  The r e p o r t  s h o u l d  i d e n t i f y  and e x p l a i n  t h o s e  
issues  and q u e s t i o n s  which need f u r t h e r  s t u d y  and c o n s i d e r a -  
t i o n .  

2.  A s s u r i n g  r e p o r t  q u a l i t v  

P r o c e d u r a l  c o n t r o l s  are  a v a i l a b l e  t o  h e l p  e n s u r e  t h e  
q u a l i t y  of  t h e  f i n a l  r e p o r t .  These  c o n t r o l s  i n c l u d e  i n -  
d e p e n d e n t  v e r i f i c a t i o n  of  t h e  f a c t s ,  f i n d i n g s ,  c o n c l u s i o n s ,  
and recommendat ions c o n t a i n e d  i n  t h e  r e p o r t ;  c a r e f u l  re- 
view by t h o s e  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  t h e  r e p o r t ;  and advanced  
r e v i e w  by program a d m i n i s t r a t o r s  and  o t h e r  o f f i c i a l s  
r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  t h e  program b e i n g  e v a l u a t e d .  

The i n d e p e n d e n t  v e r i f i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  a c c u r a c y  o f  a l l  
f a c t s  c o n t a i n e d  i n  t h e  r e p o r t  i s  a n  i m p o r t a n t  q u a l i t y  con- 
t r o l  p r o c e d u r e .  I f  c a r r i e d  o u t  by someone n o t  d i r e c t l y  
a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  s t u d y ,  t h e  v e r i f i c a t i o n  p r o c e d u r e  
a l so  h e l p s  d e t e r m i n e  whether  t h e  raw d a t a  s u p p o r t s  t h e  
f i n d i n g s ,  c o n c l u s i o n s ,  o r  recommendat ions of  t h e  r e p o r t  
and w i l l  enhance  i t s  c r e d i b i l i t y .  
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Also, r epor t s  should be c a r e f u l l y  reviewed by top 
o f f i c i a l s  responsible  fo r  the eva lua t ion ,  P a r t i c u l a r  a t t en -  
t i o n  should be given to: 

--Reasonableness and appropriateness  of the f ind ings  
and recommendations. 

--Clarity of presentat ion.  

- -Potent ia l  adverse r eac t ions  and poss ib l e  ways t o  
handle such reac t ions .  

Another e f f e c t i v e  way to  insure t h a t  r e p o r t s  a r e  f a i r ,  
complete, and objec t ive  is t o  ob ta in  comments on a d r a f t  
of t h e  r epor t  from program adminis t ra tors  and other o f f i c i a l s  
of the organizat ion responsible  f o r  the  program which was 
evaluated. I t  is useful  t o  t h e  r e c i p i e n t s  of the r epor t  
t o  know what these people t h i n k  about the  eva lua t ion  r e s u l t s  
and what ac t ions  they  may be planning t o  take based on t h e  
evaluat ion.  

3 .  Followup 

i n t e r p r e t i n g  t h e  r epor t ,  ( 2 )  c l a r i f y i n g  a spec t s  of it, ( 3 )  
g e t t i n g  answers t o  quest ions r a i sed  by i t  b u t  not  answered, 
and ( 4 )  developing a reasoned r eac t ion  t o  it. Br i e f ings ,  
and supplementary wr i t ten  ma te r i a l s ,  may be needed t o  he lp  
the decisionmakers i n  understanding and u s i n g  t h e  s t u d y .  

Usually, some decisionmakers w i l l  need a s s i s t a n c e  i n  (1) 

E. DATA DISCLOSURE 

I n  some cases ,  information provided i n  t h e  eva lua t ion  
r epor t  w i l l  be s u f f i c i e n t  t o  assure  the  use of eva lua t ion  
r e s u l t s .  I n  o the r s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y ,  when evaluat ion f i n d i n g s  
a r e  con t rove r s i a l ,  add i t iona l  assurances i n  t he  form of a u d i t  
or reana lys i s  of the eva lua t ions ,  w i l l  be necessary before 
decisionmakers a r e  s u f f i c i e n t l y  confident  of t h e  r e s u l t s  t o  
use them. To f a c i l i t a t e  these a c t i v i t i e s ,  t h e  evaluator  
m u s t  be c a r e f u l  t o  document important information and da ta .  
Such da ta  may a l s o  be u s e f u l  i n  research work or other  
eva lua t ions  and it s h o u l d  be maintained i n  an e a s i l y  ac- 
c e s s i b l e  form. 
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1. Documentation 

Deciding what information t o  document and preserve i s  not  
easy. I n  l a r g e  and complex eva lua t ions ,  paperwork tasks  can 
be s taggering and comprehensive documentation is not  without 
cos t .  

I n s u f f i c i e n t  documentation, however, w i l l  g r e a t l y  l i m i t  
any subsequent use of t h e  da ta  s u c h  a s  f o r  t h e  a u d i t  or 
reana lys i s  of t h e  evaluat ion.  As a general  r u l e ,  t h e  pur- 
poses and sources of t h e  d a t a ,  methods and circumstances 
of c o l l e c t i o n ,  and any suspected cor rupt ion  of the da ta  items 
should be documented. 

Making da ta  ava i l ab le  a l s o  r equ i r e s  t h a t  i t  be i n  an 
access ib l e  and understandable form. No s tandardized format 
or content w i l l  be s u f f i c i e n t  fo r  a l l  evaluat ions.  The d a t a  
should be l o g i c a l l y  organized and the  physical  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
of the data  s e t  described i n  s u f f i c i e n t  d e t a i l  t o  permit 
ana lys t s  who d i d  not  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t he  o r i g i n a l  eva lua t ion  
to  use it. 

2. Procedures fo r  da ta  r e l ease  

As a general  r u l e ,  ou ts ide  ana lys t s  should have access 
t o  any da ta  w h i c h  feeds i n t o  t h e  publ ic  decisionmaking 
process.  On occasion, however, eva lua tors  m u s t  c o l l e c t  
s e n s i t i v e  information or information which could be em- 
barrassing or damaging i f  made publ ic  i n  an i d e n t i f i a b l e  
form. I n  order t o  obtain a h i g h  response r a t e  and candid 
answers, the evaluator may have t o  o f f e r  c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y  
pledges. 

T h e s e  pledges m u s t  be honored; provis ions m u s t  be made 
t o  p r o t e c t  the privacy of ind iv idua ls  who provide informa- 
t i o n  for the bene f i t  of soc ie ty .  Evaluations a re  too i m -  
po r t an t  t o  the common welfare  t o  r i s k  eroding publ ic  t r u s t  
i n  t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  which produce them. 

Q u i t e  o f t en  s t a t i s t i c a l  records w i l l  be s u f f i c i e n t  fo r  
use i n  a u d i t ,  reana lys i s ,  research,  or other  evaluat ions.  
The r e l ease  of records which contain no ind iv idua l ly  i d e n t i f i -  
ab le  information w i l l  not jeopardize ind iv idua l  r i g h t s  or 
v i o l a t e  the c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y  pledges and t h e y  should be made 
ava i l ab le  a s  soon as poss ib le  a f t e r  t h e  eva lua t ion  is com- 
p l e t ed .  Procedures fo r  the  r e l ease  of t he  d a t a ,  includinq 
its loca t ion  and o f f i c i a l s  authorized t o  r e l ease  i t ,  should 
be contained i n  the  eva lua t ion  r epor t .  
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I n  some cases, however, it w i l l  be n e c e s s a r y  f o r  a u d i t o r s  
o r  a n a l y s t s  t o  a c c e s s  i n d i v i d u a l l y  i d e n t i f i a b l e  da t a .  I n  
t h o s e  cases, P r i v a c y  A c t  r equ i r emen t s  m u s t  be c o n s i d e r e d  
and a proper  balance found between t h e  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  r i g h t  
t o  p r i v a c y  and t h e  p u b l i c ' s  r i g h t  t o  know. 

The purpose  of  most impact  e v a l u a t i o n s  is t o  i n f l u e n c e  
p u b l i c  p o l i c y ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  t h e  p u b l i c  has  a r i g h t  t o  know 
t h a t  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n s  were conducted p r o p e r l y  and t h a t  
r e s u l t s  a r e  v a l i d  and r e l i a b l e .  A u d i t  and r e a n a l y s i s  p rov ide  
s u c h  an  a s s u r a n c e  because  t h e y  s e r v e  a s  a check on method- 
o l o g i c a l  and s t a t i s t i c a l  p r o c e d u r e s  and p r o v i d e  an inde -  
pendent  a s ses smen t  of t h e  c r e d i b i l i t y  of t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  f i n d -  
i ngs .  An independent  review of e v a l u a t i o n s  may a l s o  be 
n e c e s s a r y  t o  a s s u r e  t h a t  r equ i r emen t s  of p a r t i c u l a r  p o l i c y -  
making bod ies  a r e  met. For example,  t h e  Congress  may n o t  
always be w i l l i n g  t o  r e l y  on a n a l y s e s  p rov ided  by t h e  Ex- 
e c u t i v e  s ince  those  a n a l y s e s  might be p e r c e i v e d  as b i a s e d ,  
o r  a t  b e s t ,  emphasizing o n l y  a s p e c t s  w h i c h  t h e  Execu t ive  
might w i s h  t o  h i g h l i g h t .  

A u d i t o r s  and e v a l u a t o r s  shou ld  a g r e e  on p r o c e d u r e s  f o r  
a s s u r i n g  t h a t  t h e r e  is  no i n t e n t  t o  v i o l a t e  t h e  c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y  
p l edges .  Even though t h e  a u d i t o r  or  a n a l y s t  w i l l  n o t  use 
r e s e a r c h  in fo rma t ion  t o  make d e t e r m i n a t i o n s  a b o u t  i n d i v i d u a l s ,  
c o n f l i c t s  may s t i l l  a r i s e  i f  t h e  e v a l u a t o r  has  made unqual- 
i f i e d  a s s u r a n c e s  of c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y .  No p e r s o n  shou ld  be 
persuaded  t o  p rov ide  in fo rma t ion  under a s s u r a n c e s  of con- 
f i d e n t i a l i t y  which canno t  be ma in ta ined .  

To minimize t h e  problems,  c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y  p l e d g e s  should  
be made o n l y  when they  a r e  n e c e s s a r y  t o  o b t a i n  s u f f i c i e n t  
and r e l i a b l e  in fo rma t ion .  When it a p p e a r s  t h a t  a p l edge  
of c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y  might  c o n f l i c t  w i t h  t h e  s t a t u t o r y  r i g h t s  
and r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  of GAO o r  o t h e r s ,  e v a l u a t i o n  sponsor s  
shou ld  c o n s u l t  w i t h  t h o s e  p a r t i e s  b e f o r e  t h e  p l e d g e s  a r e  
made. 
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